For almost two decades, we have periodically updated a checklist of scientific and vernacular names of species of North American mammals (Jones etal., 1973 (Jones etal., , 1975 (Jones etal., , 1979 (Jones etal., , 1982 (Jones etal., , 1986 . Such checklists provide a ready reference for many scientific endeavors, both in the field and in the laboratory, and are particularly useful to students. Since publication some five years ago of the most recent revision of the list, demand for copies has severely depleted the original supply. Moreover, many significant taxonomic and nomenclatorial changes have appeared in the primary mamalogical literature since that time. In this version of the checklist, we have attempted to include all species of Recent mammals, a few of which now may be extinct, occurring in North America (and its adjacent waters) to the north of Mexico and recognized in the published literature through the end of 1991. Our list represents a consensus among the six authors but does not necessarily imply complete agreement among them on all controversial points. Some proposed changes that have not been adopted are discussed in the text preceding the checklist. A few ver¬ nacular names have been changed to reflect current usage or adjusted to account for species in genera that also contain non-North American members.
As most readers are aware, a number of species of mammals not na¬ tive to North America have been introduced there over the years. Twen¬ ty-five such taxa are included in the checklist (identified by an asterisk) because they now occur in the wild state in numbers sufficient to justify 2 OCCASIONAL PAPERS MUSEUM TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY listing them (additions primarily from Findley, 1987; Schmidt and Gil¬ bert, 1978; Stevenson, 1976) . Other exotic species possibly will be in¬ cluded in subsequent lists.
Departures from Jones et al. ci 986) and Other Notes Those instances in which scientific names differ from the usage in Jones et al. (1986) are documented below. Some other pertinent com¬ ments are included that may help to explain the current list of recog¬ nized taxa. There have been no changes in the past five years in North American species of the orders Xenarthra, Lagomorpha, Cetacea, or Sirenia. However, most authorities now regard the European hare as distinct from L. capensis (see Angermann, 1983 ), a course followed here.
Marsupials
It long has been recognized that the old order "Marsupialia" actually represented several orders or higher groupings when both fossil and Recent taxa were considered. There was some disagreement among ex¬ perts, however, as to what groups should be recognized and what names should be applied to them, and we previously have chosen the conserva¬ tive course of continuing to use Marsupialia at the ordinal level until an acceptable new classification for the group was developed. This now has been done by Marshall et al. (1990) , and we follow them in use of the ordinal name Didelphimorphia for opossums. The term Marsupialia was regarded by Marshall et al. as the name for a supercohort.
Insectivores
Among insectivores, the only changes since the 1986 list involve species of the genus Sorex. We generally have followed George (1988) and van Zyll de Jong (1991) in listing recognized species of that group. However, the specific taxa bairdii and sonomae have been added as diagnosed by Carraway (1990) . We have not droppedfontinalis (to sub¬ specific status under S. cinereus) following van Zyll de Jong and Kirk¬ land (1989) , because George's (1988) data indicate it is a sister taxon both to cinereus and to haydeni. And finally, we note in passing that van Zyll de Jong (1991) continues to use the specific name pribilofensis for the Pribilof Island shrew, whereas we retain the name hydrodromus for the same taxon.
Bats Arita and Humphrey (1988) have shown that North American bats previously referred to as Leptonycteris sanborni actually are conspecific with the earlier-named L. curasoae from the Netherlands Antilles and adjacent South America. They employed the trinomen Leptortycteris curasoae yerbabuenae for these long-nosed bats from mainland North America.
Baker eta!. (1988) , based on electrophoretic analysis, recognized the red bats of eastern and western North America as specifically distinctthe monotypic Lasiurus borealis in the east and L, blossevillii, which occurs from Trans-Pecos Texas westward (and also southward through¬ out much of Latin America). Similarly, they found eastern (L. ega) and western (L. xanthinus) populations of yellow bats, which also differ chromosomally, to be specifically distinct on the basis of electro¬ phoretic data. Freeman (1981) , in her landmark study of molossid morphometries, elevated Nyctinomops (then recognized as a subgenus) as the exclusive generic name for all American bats formerly placed in Tadarida except T. brasiliensis. Many chiroptologists were slow to follow Freeman's lead, mostly because of uncertainty as to just what constituted a sub¬ genus, as opposed to a genus, in the Molossidae. However, recent use of Nyctinomops in several publications, including Mammalian Species ac¬ counts of three of the four species in the genus (Jones and ArroyoCabrales, 1990; Kumiraiand Jones, 1990; Milner et ai., 1990) , prompts us to use the name here (but see Corbett and Hill, 1991 ).
Also at the generic level, Menu (1987) , for reasons that are not entirely clear to us, proposed that Leuconoe Boie, 1830, replace Myotis Kaup, 1829, for that well-known bat group (he retained the latter as a subgenus of the former). Menu also recognized Pizonyx, Perimyotis (for Pipistrellus subflavus), Corynorhinus, and Dasypterus as distinct genera. We call attention to Menu's work, but have not adopted his suggested changes here. Similarly, we have not followed Legendre (1984) in use of the generic name Rhizomops in place of Tadarida. Finally, Hoffmeister (1986) regarded Myotis occultus as a distinct species, a view at odds with that of other recent authors, who have recognized it as a subspecies of M. lucifugus. We follow the latter course.
Rodents
Sciuridae.-Returning to the situation that prevailed in our 1982 list, we again recognize at the specific level the chipmunks Tamias ochrogenys, T. senex, and T. siskiyou following especially Kain (1985) , Sutton (1987) , and Gannon and Lawlor (1989) . Recognition of these taxa is based primarily on bacular morphology and differences in vocalizations. All three species were submerged under T. townsendii in the 1986 list.
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Also in Tamias, we have not followed Patterson and Heaney (1987) , who were "inclined to view ruficaudus and simulans as specifically dis¬ tinct" (rather than subspecies of the same species) on the basis of admit¬ tedly distinctive bacula. Their nearest samples were 60 kilometers apart, however, and they noted that the two taxa probably are in "contact in the intervening Clearwater Mountains" of Idaho. It seems best to await final judgement on this matter until specimens are available from critical areas between the presently known ranges of ruficaudus and simulans.
We continue to use the generic name Tamias for all chipmunks be¬ cause no one has published data convincing us that it is incorrect to do so. Controversy remains, however, and in all the papers cited above, for example, the name Eutamias was used at the generic level as it has been in many others. "Chipmunk affinities are unclear at supraspecific levels" according to Patterson and Heaney (1987) . They went on to point out "that the entire assemblage is in need of revision; currently any arrangement of subgenera is contradicted by at least some characters."
Geomyidae.-Genetic studies of pocket gophers of the genus Geomys continue to reveal the presence of additional species in this highly divergent group. Baker et al. (1989) elevated G. knoxjonesi to specific status (see also Bradley et al., 1991) , as did Block and Zimmerman (1991) for G. texensis, a species isolated on the northeastern part of the Edwards Plateau of central Texas. Although we followed Hafner and Geluso (1983) in submerging G. arenarius under G. bursarius in our last list, we now believe this action was premature (see especially Qumsiyeh et al. ,1988) and readmit arenarius here. Final ly, we acknowledge the continuing question as to whether lutescens and its races are proper¬ ly placed in the species bursarius, but we make no change at this time.
Heteromyidae.-The one addition in this family involves the Perognathus flavus-P. merriami question. Considered as separate species for many years, these were united into a single species complex by Wil¬ son (1973) . Lee and Engstrom (1991) , based on allozymic differences, have demonstrated that two species, which they found in sympatry at several places in southeastern New Mexico, should be recognized.
Hoffmeister (1986) did not regard Chaetodipus as distinct at the generic level, but arranged the pocket mice in three subgenera of Perognathus. Furthermore, he treated P. apache as a species distinct from P. flavescens. We have followed neither course here.
Muridae.-At the familial level, we have abandoned Cricetidae as the name for New World rats and mice, and for voles, in favor of the all-en¬ compassing name Muridae. In so doing, we follow the lead of Carleton and Musser (1984) , who employed the subfamilial epithet Sigmodontinae for the New World rats and mice and the name Arvicolinae for the Holarctic voles and their allies. Cricetinae was reserved strictly for Old World genera. We continue to recognize Mus musculus as the ap¬ propriate specific name for the introduced house mouse (domesticus is a subspecies-see especially Bonhomme, 1986) .
We tenatively follow Humphrey and Setzer (1989) in regarding Oryzomys argentatus as indistinct at the specific level from O. palustris (but see Goodyear, 1991) . Secondly, we again recognize Peromyscus nasutus as specifically distinct from P. difficiUs (which is confined to Mexico) on the basis of arguments cogently summarized by Carleton (1989) , but see Janacek (1990) . Additionally, we again recognize Microtus breweri, the beach vole of Muskeget Island, Massachusetts, as a species different from M. penmylvanicus following Moyer et al. (1988) . And lastly among murids, we recognize the same number of taxa in Dicrostonyx as in the last list but with one name change. Follow¬ ing Rausch and Rausch (1972) , we used the specific name stevensoni of Nelson, 1929, for the collared lemmings from Umnak and Unalaska is¬ lands. However, D. unalascensis Merriam, 1902 , has priority as the name for this species.
Almost parenthetically, we also take notice of the fact that Sullivan et al. (1986) , although proposing no taxonomic changes, called attention to the close relationship between Onychomys leucogaster and O. arenicolay casting some doubt on the specific validity of the latter.
Carnivores
In listing species of native terrestrial carnivores, we generally fol¬ lowed Wozencraft (1989) . He included Lynx canadensis as distinct from L. lynx of the Old World, however, whereas we regard them as conspecific. Furthermore, Wozencraft did not include Spilogale gracilis as a species different from S. putorius, although we believe the available data on reproductive isolation are sufficient to warrant separa¬ tion, and we follow Dragoo etal. (1990) in uniting as a single species the arid-land foxes, Vulpes velox and V. macrotis. Finally, we follow Deck¬ er (1991) in recognizing the coati of North America as a species distinct from that in South America (Nasua narica as opposed to N. nasua).
As for the felids, the quandry about generic names expressed in the 1986 list carries forward. Essentially, at this juncture, we are faced with selecting one of four alternatives: 1) retain all species in the genus Felis; 2) recognize two genera, Felts and the relatively distinctive Lynx; 3) recognize Panthera in addition to Felis and Lynx; or 4) recognize six genera, Felis (catus), Herpailurus (yagouaroundi), OCCASIONAL PAPERS MUSEUM TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY dalis, weidii), Lynx (lynx, rufus), Panthera (onca), and Puma (concolor). The problem is that no one yet has produced a convincing phylogenetic analysis on which to base decisions as to recognition of genera. We have taken the middle ground for now, retaining Fells, Lynx, and Panthera, but acknowledge the continuing debate. Corbett and Hill (1991) also recognized Panthera along with Fells and Lynx, but not the other three genera.
In previous lists, pinnipeds (seals, sea lions, walrus) were separated into two groups: otariids and the one odobenid were entered following the ursids, whereas phocids were listed after mustelids. This arrange¬ ment followed the then prevailing view that pinnipeds were diphyletic, and that the two groups noted above were derived separately from ursid and mustelid ancestors, respectively (see Tedford, 1976) . More recent morphological and biochemical evidence, however, indicates that odobenids are more closely allied to phocids than to otariids, and that pinnipeds are, indeed, monophyletic. Therefore, we have listed the three families of pinnipeds together following Arnason and Widegren (1986) and Wyss (1987 Wyss ( , 1988 Wyss ( , 1989 . We have arbitrarily inserted the assemblage of aquatic carnivores following the Ursidae.
Artiodactyls
In 1968, Woodburne concluded that the collared peccary represented a genus different from the white-lipped peccary, and used the name Dicotyles for the former. This arrangement was followed for a time (see Jones et al., 1973 Jones et al., , 1975 Jones et al., , 1979 ), but we reverted to Tayassu in the 1982 list following Wetzel (1977) . Recently, Wright (1989) has advanced ad¬ ditional evidence that Tayassu and Dicotyles do represent distinct genera. Husson (1978) , however, presented a cogent argument that the name Dicotyles actually applies to the white-lipped peccary of tropical America and Tayassu (by tautonymy) to the collared peccary. We fol¬ low Husson in use of Tayassu. We also follow him in use of the familial name Dicotylidae rather than Tayassuidae, because the former clearly has priority.
In addition, it should be pointed out that there is some controversy as to whether the introduced fallow deer and axis deer should be placed in the genus Cervus, a practice we continue here, or rather in the separate genera Dama and Axis, respectively (see especially Groves and Grubb, 1987) . And finally, although we disapprove for nostalgic reasons, there seems to be no good argument for continued recognition of the genus Bison (Groves, 1981; Miyamoto et al., 1989) , and we thus employ Bos bison for the American bison. In counterargument, it is noteworthy that the bison of the Old and New worlds, although admitedly near 5a? phylogenetically, do represent a monophyletic clade.
Checklist
As in previous lists, orders, families, and genera are placed in conven¬ tional phylogenetic sequence, generally following Hall (1981) , but species are arranged alphabetically in each genus. Although this may prove disquieting to some professional mammalogists, it will facilitate use of the checklist by those unfamiliar with intrageneric taxonomy, and some assemblages really are not well enough understood to create a meaningful hierarchy at the specific level in any event.
ORDER DIDELPHIMORPHIA-Opossums 
